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Executive Summary 
 
The vision of Meyer Memorial Trust’s Affordable Housing Initiative (AHI) is that every Oregonian has a 
decent, safe and affordable place to call home. The AHI furthers this vision by promoting innovation, 
supporting systems change and leveraging resources to meet Oregon’s affordable housing needs.  
 
The first five-year AHI (FY07-12) invested $8.8 million in support of affordable housing preservation, rural 
capacity building and resident services. Meyer has committed more than $15 million from FY15-19 to 
support the implementation of the current AHI framework. In the first year of implementation, Meyer 
invested more than $3.15 million in grants to 41 organizations to advance the AHI’s three goals: 
1. Strengthen the foundation: Build on previous investments to strengthen the long-term health and 
sustainability of Oregon’s existing affordable housing 
2. Foster innovation: Catalyze innovative strategies to increase the availability of affordable housing and 
support residents’ stability and success 
3. Secure the future: Develop resources and policies that will expand the availability of affordable housing 
into the future 
 
An additional eight grants and loans supporting the AHI goals were active through Meyer’s Responsive 
Grant program during the same time period, representing an additional $7.5 million in investments. 
 
This report provides an assessment of the current AHI’s first full year of investments, covering the period 
from April 2014 through December 2015. It is the first in a series of annual evaluations that Meyer has 
commissioned to inform continuous improvement and to ensure that the AHI investments contribute to 
broader learning. 
 
The AHI’s first year was marked by historically low vacancy rates across the state, leading to an 
intensification of the affordable housing crisis. This posed unexpected challenges for some of the AHI 
strategies but also created greater momentum for the AHI’s advocacy and policy change work. 
 
While it is too early to determine the AHI’s long-term impacts, in its first year the AHI: 
 Supported affordable housing advocacy efforts across the state that effectively leveraged new 
resources and policies to address the housing crisis 
 Contributed to the preservation of federally-subsidized affordable housing units and manufactured 
housing spaces that provide homes for more than 800 households 
 Moved forward essential long-term planning to strengthen and sustain the portfolios of ten diverse 
affordable housing organizations across the state 
 Identified promising models for increasing low-income residents’ access to private market rental units 
 Elevated the importance of equity within the affordable housing field 
 Began to lay the foundation for potentially paradigm-shifting policy and systems change work 
 Generated insights that can help to inform Meyer’s work going forward and the field as a whole  
 
This report analyzes the major activities, achievements and outcomes for each of the AHI’s goal areas and 
the AHI’s equity lens. It highlights the positive impacts of the AHI’s year-one investments and also provides 
a detailed assessment of the challenges, setbacks and lessons learned. 
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Introduction 
 
Meyer Memorial Trust believes that decent, safe and affordable housing opens doors to opportunity and 
strengthens communities. Since 2007, Meyer has targeted strategic investments towards affordable 
housing through its Affordable Housing Initiative. The first AHI (FY07-12) directed $8.8 million in grants and 
loans to 17 nonprofits to preserve and increase Oregon’s supply of affordable housing and help low-income 
renters achieve stability and self-sufficiency. In 2014, Meyer launched a second AHI guided by a new 
strategic framework and two new AHI Program Officers. Meyer has dedicated more than $15 million in 
investments through FY19 to advance the current AHI’s goals.  
 
This report provides an assessment of Meyer’s first full year of investments under the current AHI, covering 
the period from April 2014 through December 2015.  
 
Affordable Housing Initiative Framework 
The current AHI framework is organized around three broad goal areas with eight specific funding 
strategies: 
 
1. Strengthen the foundation 
Build on previous investments to strengthen the long-term health and sustainability of Oregon’s existing 
affordable housing. 
A. Preservation: Preserve federally-subsidized rental units at risk of being lost 
B. Rural housing: Preserve rural owner-occupied manufactured homes 
C. Sustaining portfolios: Strengthen the long-term health and sustainability of Oregon’s existing 
affordable housing stock 
 
2. Foster innovation 
Catalyze innovative strategies to increase the availability of affordable housing and support residents’ 
stability and success. 
A. Cost efficiencies: Develop models for creating and preserving affordable units as cost effectively as 
possible over the units’ life span 
B. Private market units: Expand low-income renters’ access to safe, decent, affordable housing 
through existing private market units 
C. Systems alignment: Support the stability and success of affordable housing residents by fostering 
strategic coordination between housing and other service systems 
 
3. Secure the future 
Develop resources and policies that will expand the availability of affordable housing into the future. 
A. Advocacy: Support systems change and advocacy to increase the availability of affordable housing 
B. Investment: Explore innovative and opportunistic uses of program related investments (PRIs) and 
other investments to spur the development and preservation of affordable housing in underserved 
areas 
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All of the AHI investments are framed within an overarching equity lens, with funding targeted to under-
resourced communities and organizations, including communities of color, underserved rural communities 
and culturally-specific organizations. 
 
Year-One Investments and Activities 
Meyer launched the current AHI in April 2014, issued its first Request for Proposals (RFP) in June 2014, and 
made its first funding awards in September 2014. This report covers the period from the AHI’s launch 
through the end of December 2015, capturing the first full year of funding for most of the Initiative’s 
strategy areas.  
 
The investments and activities during this time period included: 
 Preservation: Awarded $150,000 to the Network for Oregon Affordable Housing for ongoing support of 
the Oregon Housing Preservation Project to preserve affordable properties at risk of being lost. 
 Rural Housing: Awarded $118,000 to CASA to support conversions of manufactured home parks to 
resident-owned cooperatives, and $90,000 to Neighborworks Umpqua as the lead agency for a 
collaborative project to research viable options and funding 
sources for repair or replacement of substandard 
manufactured homes. 
 Sustaining Portfolios: Issued an RFP that resulted in awards 
to 10 organizations of $150,000 over two years plus technical 
assistance to support the development and implementation 
of portfolio preservation plans. Awarded $523,297 to the 
Housing Development Center to provide technical assistance 
over a four-year period to up to 20 organizations.   
 Cost Efficiencies: Convened a workgroup to identify potential 
models and systems changes to lower the costs of developing 
affordable housing. The workgroup produced a report that helped to inform the development of an RFP 
for pilot projects to be funded in year two. 
 Private Market Units: Issued an RFP that resulted in awarding $350,431 to 10 organizations for eight 
pilot projects to increase low-income voucher holders’ access to private market rental units. 
 Systems Alignment: Researched potential strategies for promoting alignment and coordination 
between housing and other service systems, leading to the release of an RFP to be funded in year two. 
 Advocacy: Issued an RFP that resulted in awarding $298,251 to 12 projects to support community-
driven public policy advocacy at the local and state levels. Awarded $100,000 to Neighborhood 
Partnerships to engage new, diverse grassroots leaders in the Oregon Housing Alliance and to provide 
operating support for statewide advocacy. 
 Investments: Explored potential investment strategies to increase resources for affordable housing and 
leverage additional public and private investments across the state. 
 Technical Assistance: Awarded $32,000 in event sponsorships and technical assistance grants to 
support capacity building and further the AHI’s equity objectives. 
 
An additional eight grants and PRIs that were made through Meyer’s Responsive Grant program and were 
active during the same time period align with the AHI goals, representing an additional $7.5 million in 
Colonia Libertad 
Photo courtesy of FHDC  
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funding. While these investments were not officially part of the AHI, they overlap with some of the AHI 
strategies and helped to advance some of the AHI goals.  
 
Year-One Evaluation 
The primary purpose of the AHI evaluation is to document the impact of Meyer’s investments and identify 
lessons to inform continuous improvement and shared learning. Sources of data for the year-one 
evaluation include: 
 Grant applications for the three AHI RFPs released in 2014 (Advocacy, Private Markets and Sustaining 
Portfolios Strategy) 
 Feedback from the 2014 RFP applicants gathered via an online survey 
 End of year reports for year-one AHI grantees 
 Demographic data surveys for year-one applicants and grantees 
 AHI Program Officer strategy summaries  
 Interviews with Meyer Housing Opportunities Portfolio staff 
 Information shared at convenings of year-one Advocacy 
and Private Market Units grantee cohorts 
 Input from Cost Efficiencies Workgroup participants 
gathered via an online survey 
 Interviews with the technical assistance providers for the 
Sustaining Portfolios Strategy (SPS) grantees 
 Summary information on related Responsive Grants 
provided by Meyer staff 
 Insights gathered from stakeholder focus groups as part of Meyer’s strategic design process 
 
Overall Impact  
The AHI aims to catalyze strategies that will move the dial on affordable housing in Oregon. While many of 
the year-one investments provided valuable benefits to their direct beneficiaries, it is too early to tell if the 
AHI will have a transformative effect on Oregon’s affordable housing arena. Here are some early indications 
of the AHI’s potential long-term impact: 
 Contributed to raising the profile of affordable housing as a key issue in Oregon, helping to generate 
new resources and policy changes at the state and local levels  
 Helped to seed coalitions, leadership development, capacity building and partnerships that have the 
potential to create lasting changes 
 Contributed to the preservation of 654 federally-subsidized affordable housing units at risk of being lost  
 Supported the preservation of 149 manufactured home spaces and the creation of two resident-owned 
cooperatives, increasing housing stability for low-income rural homeowners 
 Set the foundation for long-term planning and asset management work that will strengthen diverse 
affordable housing portfolios across the state 
Photo courtesy of  
Oregon Housing Alliance  
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 Synthesized comprehensive data on more than 6,000 units in rural, urban and suburban communities 
that will expand the industry’s understanding of the strengths, vulnerabilities and recapitalization 
needs of Oregon’s existing affordable housing stock 
 Contributed to a critical statewide discussion about how to develop affordable housing more cost 
effectively, and laid the initial groundwork for pilot projects and systems changes that could have a 
major impact on the industry  
 Identified several promising strategies to increase low-income tenants’ access to private market units 
and strengthen implementation of Oregon’s Housing Choice Voucher reform 
 Elevated the importance of equity in affordable housing and helped to advance the field’s 
understanding of how to operationalize a commitment to equity in its work 
 
The AHI also had an internal impact on Meyer at a time when the Trust was undergoing a major paradigm 
shift in its grantmaking. The AHI’s work helped to inform the Trust’s overall redesign, and the AHI’s 
experiences over the first year will help to shape the Trust’s implementation of its new funding model. 
 
External Factors  
An already tight housing market became progressively worse in the months following the AHI’s launch. This 
created some unforeseen challenges that made it more difficult to achieve some of the AHI’s intended 
outcomes. For example, the extremely low vacancy rates across the state limited the success of several 
pilot projects designed to increase low-income tenants’ access to private market rental units. While 
potentially promising strategies were developed, most of the 
pilots were unable to meet their projected outcomes because 
the low vacancy rates changed the entire nature of the private 
rental market.  
 
It is impossible to know how much more effective some of the 
AHI year-one strategies might have been if they hadn’t been 
implemented under such tough conditions. In many cases, 
simply holding the line against further loss of affordable units or 
further evictions became an achievement.  
 
At the same time, the dramatic worsening of Oregon’s affordable housing crisis also created some 
advantages for the AHI’s advocacy and policy change efforts. Heightened awareness of the issue as well as a 
new sense of urgency generated increased momentum. For advocates, efforts that may have been 
impossible just a few years ago were suddenly possible, as affordable housing became a very public issue 
with unprecedented levels of attention and commitment from decision makers and the general public. 
 
Report Organization 
The first three sections of the report provide an assessment of the activities, achievements, outcomes and 
challenges for the strategies within each of the AHI framework’s three broad goal areas: (1) Strengthen the 
Foundation, (2) Foster Innovation, and (3) Secure the Future.   
 
For each strategy, the time period covered by this report (April 2014-December 2015) involved two types of 
activities: funding and monitoring of year-one grants (as well as other year-one activities like convening and 
research), followed by planning and due diligence for year-two grants. The section on each strategy begins 
with a summary of the strategy’s goals in year one, brief background information, and an overview of 
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Meyer’s funding activities in year one. This is followed by an analysis of the achievements, challenges and 
outcomes of the year-one grant projects or convening and research activities. The end of each section 
summarizes the planning and due diligence for year-two grants. The achievements, challenges and 
outcomes of the year-two grants will be evaluated in the AHI’s year-two evaluation report. 
 
The fourth section of the report looks across all three goal areas to examine Meyer’s progress in furthering 
the AHI’s overarching equity objectives.  
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Goal 1: Strengthen the Foundation 
 
Goal 1: Strengthen the foundation 
Build on previous investments to strengthen the long-term health and sustainability of Oregon’s existing 
affordable housing. 
A. Preservation: Preserve federally-subsidized rental units at risk of being lost 
B. Rural Housing: Preserve rural owner-occupied manufactured homes 
C. Sustaining Portfolios: Strengthen the long-term health and sustainability of Oregon’s existing 
affordable housing stock 
 
 
1A: Preservation 
Goals of the strategy in year one 
Support preservation of existing affordable housing around the state 
 
Background 
Federally-funded, project-based rental assistance programs provide homes for more than 16,000 extremely 
low-income households throughout Oregon. Federally-subsidized units offer long-term security and 
affordability to working families, seniors and people living with disabilities. Many of these units are at risk 
of conversion to market rates as their rental assistance 
contracts expire. If the contracts expire without renewal, 
the project-based subsidies will be lost, costing the state 
a valuable federal resource and reducing the existing 
stock of permanently affordable units.  
 
One of the top priorities of Meyer’s first AHI (2007-12) 
was to create a statewide system to preserve these at-
risk units. Meyer invested $1.2 million in grant funding 
and a $4 million program related investment (PRI) to 
establish the Oregon Housing Preservation Project 
(OHPP) and seed a new loan fund, the Oregon Housing 
Acquisition Fund (OHAF). The Network for Oregon 
Affordable Housing (NOAH) was selected to administer the fund and coordinate the broader preservation 
effort. In 2011, Meyer approved an extension of the PRI through 2018.  
 
Year-one funding activities  
The current AHI framework includes a commitment to support the continuation of this work. In the AHI’s 
first year, Meyer awarded a $150,000 grant to NOAH to fund the continued administration of Meyer’s PRI 
through the OHAF as well as the OHPP’s broader preservation work.  
 
Year-one grant project achievements 
In 2015, NOAH and the OHPP partners preserved more than 700 units, for a total of 8,747 units preserved 
since 2007. This includes units preserved through direct investment of OHAF funds, as well as through the 
Capitol Plaza 
Photo courtesy of NOAH  
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OHPP’s broader convening role. As facilitator of the OHPP, NOAH continuously evaluates the portfolio of 
federally-subsidized properties, provides information to the public and matches sellers with potential 
purchasers. NOAH also brings together federal, state and local government housing agencies to triage the 
portfolio and develop strategies to ensure priority projects are not lost.   
 
The OHPP’s work has expanded beyond federally rent-subsidized units in response to the emergence of a 
number of other critical preservation challenges facing Oregon. These include:  
 Properties in the federal department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) portfolio of older 
subsidized projects, such as LIHPRHA and LIHTC, which have accumulated capital needs and are at risk 
of failure due to age and deferred maintenance.  
 Public housing properties which, as a result of long-term 
underfunding from HUD, suffer from a backlog of critical 
maintenance needs. If repairs can’t be funded, the units 
could be sold off. 
 Properties with US Rural Development (RD) mortgages 
that are set to mature, putting these properties at risk of 
converting to market rate.   
 Manufactured housing communities and mobile home 
parks that are owned by private investors and are at risk 
of being sold or converted to other uses.  
 Nonprofit-owned, rent-restricted affordable units that 
are in need of recapitalization and renovation in order 
to remain viable over the long haul.  
 
In addition to its monitoring, convening and investment role, the OHPP has been an effective advocate for 
preservation with state and federal officials. The OHPP partners have successfully advocated for dedicated 
preservation funding during each session of the state legislature. In addition, in 2015, the OHPP’s advocacy 
brought increased state and federal attention to the emerging crisis of RD maturing mortgages and resulted 
in an expansion of Oregon Housing and Community Services (OHCS) funding eligibility to include public 
housing projects undergoing a comprehensive recapitalization event.  
 
Year-one grant project challenges 
In Meyer’s evaluation of its first AHI (2007-12), some stakeholders expressed concerns that the OHAF 
wasn’t accessible to a broad enough range of housing providers, particularly small, rural and culturally-
specific providers. NOAH notes that improving access to affordable housing for communities of color and 
supporting greater participation in the preservation initiative by underserved rural communities are both 
priorities for the OHPP.  
 
The expansion of Oregon’s universe of at-risk properties adds to the overall challenges of preserving the 
existing affordable housing stock. The evolution of OHPP’s work to include these other at-risk properties is 
a positive shift, but it means the OHPP must monitor a much larger number of properties, provide technical 
assistance around a wider range of complex legal and regulatory issues, and engage in advocacy around a 
much more complicated set of issues. In recognition of this expanded role, Meyer should update the goals 
and framing of the Preservation strategy in the AHI framework. 
 
Year-one grant project outcomes 
The following chart summarizes the AHI’s projected year-one outcomes for this strategy and progress 
towards achieving the outcomes: 
Robert Lindsey Tower 
Photo courtesy of NOAH  
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 Projected Year-One Outcome   Achieved Year-One Outcome 
An efficient, statewide system is maintained to 
track and facilitate preservation of federally-
subsidized units at risk of market-rate 
conversion. 
NOAH and the OHPP have created an effective 
system to track and facilitate preservation of 
federally-subsidized units as well as other 
types of affordable units at risk of being lost. 
100 federally-subsidized units preserved 
through direct use of the OHAF. 
No units were preserved during the grant 
year, but three projects are currently in 
underwriting. 
600 federally-subsidized units preserved by 
OHCS, HUD, RD and local jurisdictions. 
654 units were preserved, including Section 8, 
RD Rental Assistance and public housing. 
50 other affordable units preserved or 
developed through direct use of the OHAF. 
64 units were preserved through a LIHTC 
project acquisition. 
 
 
Year-two funding activities 
Meyer approved a $300,000 two-year grant to NOAH in December 2015 that will continue its support of 
NOAH’s administration of the OHPP and OHAF through the expiration of Meyer’s PRI in FY 2018. This grant 
will be evaluated in the AHI year-two evaluation report. 
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1B: Rural Housing 
Goals of the strategy in year one 
 Support conversion of manufactured home parks to resident-owned cooperatives 
 Research strategies to support repair or replacement of substandard manufactured homes 
 
Background 
Manufactured housing is the primary source of affordable housing in rural Oregon. There are over 142,000 
manufactured homes in Oregon, 63,000 of which are located in 1,104 park communities. Many of these 
units are at risk due to the potential sale of the land where the units are located and the poor condition of 
the units themselves.  
 
The first AHI included funding for CASA of Oregon to help manufactured housing residents build a more 
secure future by converting their parks into resident-owned co-ops. CASA developed a nationally 
recognized model that uses a combination of resident organizing, technical assistance and help with 
securing financing to support residents in purchasing 
their parks. From 2008 to 2014, CASA helped to establish 
seven resident-owned manufactured housing 
cooperative communities in Oregon. In recognition of 
the ongoing need for this work and the success of 
CASA’s previous efforts, Meyer included follow-on 
funding for this strategy in the current AHI framework.  
 
The current AHI also recognizes the critical need for 
repair and/or replacement of substandard and decaying 
manufactured units. Over 57,000 of Oregon’s 
manufactured homes were built before 1980, and many are in significant disrepair, forcing families to live 
in unstable and unhealthy environments and pay a significant portion of their limited incomes on utility 
costs. Manufactured homes are not eligible for standard mortgages or home equity loans, making it difficult 
for low-income homeowners to finance replacement or repairs. Given the complexity of this issue, Meyer 
determined that further research was needed in order to identify the most strategic use of its investments 
in this area before issuing an RFP. 
 
Year-one funding activities 
 Meyer awarded a $118,000 one-year grant to CASA to support its continued work helping 
manufactured home residents to convert their parks into resident-owned co-ops. 
 Meyer awarded $90,000 to Neighborworks Umpqua as the lead agency for a collaborative of four 
partners (Neighborworks Umpqua, CASA, NOAH and St. Vincent de Paul Society of Lane County) to 
research options and funding sources for repair or replacement of substandard manufactured homes in 
rural Oregon. 
 
Several of Meyer’s recent investments under its Responsive Grant program also supported this strategy. 
These include a $71,000 grant to Benton Habitat for Humanity in 2015 to support an initiative to assist 
manufactured homeowners with needed home repairs; a $1 million PRI and $100,000 grant to CASA in 
2015 to provide loan capital to support affordable housing preservation and development in rural Oregon; 
and $484,000 to NeighborWorks Umpqua in 2013 for ReHome Oregon, a four-year manufactured housing 
Green Pastures Senior Cooperative 
Photo courtesy of CASA 
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replacement pilot project in Curry County. Lessons from ReHome Oregon were incorporated into the AHI 
collaborative research project’s findings and will continue to inform Meyer’s future funding strategies in 
this area. 
 
In addition to its grant making, Meyer helped to convene an informal funders’ circle that included HUD, RD, 
Energy Trust of Oregon, OHCS and several nonprofits to examine issues and challenges related to 
manufactured housing. 
 
Year-one grant project achievements 
Resident-owned co-ops 
CASA helped to establish three new cooperatives in 2015, two of which were on track to convert to 
resident-owned communities during the grant year. The third did not move forward with a community 
purchase because the park owner rejected the cooperative’s purchase offer.  
 
During the grant year, CASA conducted 27 feasibility analyses on the potential creation of new 
manufactured housing cooperatives and submitted nine letters of interest or offers. CASA staff served in a 
one-on-one advisory role to tenants’ committees in four 
Oregon manufactured housing communities that were actively 
pursuing an opportunity to purchase their parks through 
cooperative ownership. And they provided information to 
residents of parks that weren’t for sale to educate them about 
the Opportunity to Purchase process.  
 
CASA also continued to provide ongoing technical assistance 
and capacity building to the seven existing cooperative boards 
that it previously helped to establish. 
 
Of the nine resident-owned cooperative communities that 
CASA has helped to establish, seven are considered rural under the USDA’s Rural Development definition.  
A majority of the 580 households in these communities are at or below 80% of area median income. 
 
Manufactured housing replacement and repair 
The collaborative research project produced some interesting and useful findings, some of which run 
counter to previous assumptions and raise new research questions. Among the key findings, the research 
determined that – in contrast to previous expectations – manufactured home repair may actually be a 
better strategy than replacement for many owners. It found that the lowest income households live in the 
most dilapidated homes but are least able to take on additional debt. It also found that new manufactured 
homes may provide only modest improvements in overall quality compared with existing homes, making 
the higher cost of replacement less compelling. The research also clarified that replacement may not lead 
to significant enough energy savings to off-set mortgage costs, undermining one of the potential financing 
strategies that the collaborative partners thought could be used to pay for replacements.  
 
While rehabilitation is cheaper than replacement, it can still be difficult to finance. The partners identified 
the need for financing to support rehab as well as a replacement loan product for those owners able to take 
on additional debt. Their research can help to inform the development of appropriate financing models, but 
the report does not provide concrete, actionable recommendations about specific financing mechanisms 
and the most strategic role for Meyer’s funding to support this work.  
 
Dexter Oaks Cooperative 
Photo courtesy of CASA 
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Year-one grant project challenges 
Resident-owned co-ops 
It is often difficult for park residents to put together a viable purchase offer quickly enough to compete 
with other potential buyers. Additional funding is needed that is nimble and accessible enough to enable 
owners to respond in a timely way when opportunities to purchase arise. Meyer’s recent Responsive Grant 
and PRI to CASA aim to help address this challenge by increasing CASA’s ability to attract funding from 
other investors, freeing up some of CASA’s equity dollars to support long-term park financing. 
 
In addition to this funding support, Meyer may be able to play a helpful role in convening conversations 
with OHCS around state funding for resident cooperative purchases and potential policy and systems 
changes that could support residents in purchasing their parks.   
 
Manufactured housing replacement and repair 
Several challenges affected the success of the collaborative research project: 
 Developing a viable model for replacing and/or repairing substandard manufactured housing is a 
complex challenge with no easy solutions. 
 The collaborative partners tend to approach manufactured housing differently, each focusing on a 
different type of manufactured housing (fee simple, privately-owned parks, nonprofit-owned parks and 
resident-owned cooperatives) and prioritizing different solutions. This added to the complexity of their 
analysis and also may have complicated their efforts to work together on shared recommendations. 
 The research findings raised questions about some 
of the project’s original assumptions, which may 
have hampered the development of actionable 
strategies. For example, the collaborative partners 
initially assumed that replacement was the best 
strategy to address the problem, so the early 
discussions with Meyer about project deliverables 
focused on identifying financing strategies to 
enable residents to buy new manufactured 
housing units. When the research showed that 
repair may be a better option for many owners, it changed some of the questions that needed to be 
addressed in order to identify solutions.    
 The collaborative partners were selected because they all have experience working on this issue, and 
they were already engaged in trying to identify solutions. However, their research did not extend 
beyond their own organizations’ experiences to incorporate the insights of organizations – such as the 
Benton Habitat for Humanity that Meyer funded through its Responsive Grant program – that have 
implemented successful manufactured housing repair strategies using alternative approaches.  
 
Year-one grant project outcomes 
The following table summarizes the AHI projected outcomes for this work in year one and the actual 
outcomes that were achieved: 
  
Manufactured Home in Curry County 
Photo courtesy of ReHome Oregon 
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 Projected Year-One Outcomes  Achieved Year-One Outcomes 
Two to three manufactured home communities are 
converted to resident ownership, preserving 150-225 
units/ spaces and creating increased housing stability 
for low-income residents. 
Three cooperatives were established, two of 
which were in the process of converting to 
resident-owned communities during the grant 
period. Those two communities represent 149 
units/ spaces. 
A market analysis and strategic assessment are 
completed that identify the best models for financing 
and supporting manufactured home replacement and 
repair and identify the most strategic use of Meyer’s 
investment to catalyze those strategies. 
An analysis was completed that provided 
detailed analysis of challenges, but did not 
identify specific, actionable recommendations 
for financing models and the most strategic use 
of Meyer’s investment. 
 
Year-two funding activities 
 Meyer renewed its support for CASA’s continued work on manufactured housing resident cooperative 
conversions with a two-year, $220,000 grant award in December 2015. This grant will be evaluated in 
the AHI year-two evaluation report. 
 Meyer decided to postpone the development of an RFP to support manufactured housing repair and/or 
replacement to further explore the most effective strategies. Meyer will stay engaged with the field, do 
additional information gathering, reach out to other funders to find out what they are thinking and 
determine next steps by mid-2016. As part of this work, Meyer will conduct a case study of the Benton 
Habitat for Humanity manufactured home repair project to see how its approach and experiences 
might help to inform future strategies. 
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1C: Sustaining Portfolios  
Goals of the strategy in year one 
 Support the long-term sustainability of Oregon’s existing affordable housing stock 
 Continue to build the expertise of portfolio owners as well as the industry as a whole regarding 
effective strategies for sustaining affordable housing portfolios into the long term  
 Inform systems change work to support these strategies 
 
Background 
Rent-restricted affordable units provide stable housing for more than 30,000 households across Oregon. 
Public and private funders have made substantial investments in these units over the past three decades, 
with the goal of creating permanently affordable homes.  Many of these units are now aging and will need 
recapitalization and renovation in order to remain viable over the long haul.   
 
Meyer developed the Sustaining Portfolios Strategy (SPS) 
to support long-range planning and preservation of these 
critical housing assets. The SPS was not part of the original 
AHI framework, but was added in year one in recognition 
of the pressing need for increased investment to 
strengthen the long-term health and sustainability of 
Oregon’s affordable housing stock. Over a four-year 
period, the SPS will support two cohorts of affordable 
housing organizations (representing up to 20 portfolios 
across the state) to assess their portfolios, develop 
portfolio preservation plans and make progress towards 
implementation of the plans.  
 
Year-one funding activities  
Meyer awarded a total of $1,500,000 to the SPS’s first cohort of 10 organizations, representing 157 
properties and 6,313 units in rural, urban and suburban communities across Oregon: 
 ACCESS (Jackson County):  6 properties, 163 units 
 Bienestar (Washington County): 11 properties, 482 units 
 Central City Concern (Multnomah County): 21 properties, 1,583 units 
 Columbia Cascade Housing Corporation (Hood River, Sherman and Wasco counties): 17 
properties, 345 units 
 Farmworker Housing Development Corporation (Marion County): 8 properties, 276 units 
 Hacienda CDC (Multnomah County): 9 properties, 381 units 
 Human Solutions (Multnomah County): 18 properties, 701 units  
 NeighborWorks Umpqua (Douglas, Coos and Curry counties): 16 properties, 388 units 
 Northwest Housing Alternatives (statewide): 27 properties, 1,351 units 
 St. Vincent de Paul Society of Lane County (Lane County): 26 properties, 768 units 
 
Each organization received two years of technical assistance from the Housing Development Center (HDC) 
to support their portfolio assessments and planning, plus $150,000 in flexible funding over two years to 
Royal Building 
Photo courtesy of St. Vincent de Paul of Lane Co. 
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cover costs associated with the planning and implementation work. Meyer awarded $523,297 to HDC to 
provide technical assistance over a four-year period to both SPS cohorts.   
 
Year-one grant project achievements 
As with all the AHI year-one RFPs, the SPS RFP prioritized funding to under-resourced organizations and 
populations, including rural communities, communities of color and culturally-specific organizations. Of the 
ten organizations that received SPS funding in year one, all provide permanently affordable housing to low-
income households, seven serve rural communities, four have portfolios that serve more than 50% people 
of color, and three are culturally-specific organizations. 
Meyer’s investment will help to strengthen and preserve 
these critical housing assets.  
 
With HDC’s support, all ten of the SPS grantees participated 
in a standardized portfolio assessment. HDC gathered data 
from each organization related to financial performance, 
regulatory requirements, loan obligations, capital conditions 
and other relevant information for each property in their 
portfolios. HDC put the data into a consistent format and 
then used the information to analyze each portfolio’s 
strengths and opportunities, areas of vulnerability and 
operational weaknesses.  
 
HDC provided each organization with a summary of its assessment and then worked with grantees to 
identify portfolio preservation priorities and develop preservation plans. Many of the grantees began 
implementing their plans during year one, and all of the grantees appear to be on track to begin 
implementation by the beginning of year two of their grant periods (March 2016). 
 
The standardized portfolio data that HDC assembled can serve as an ongoing resource for the grantees to 
better understand and monitor their portfolios, creating a common foundation that they can build on in the 
future. The data also provide an unprecedented learning opportunity for the industry as a whole. HDC 
notes that this is the first time the industry has had access to in-depth, comprehensive data across ten 
diverse portfolios in a consistent format. The data capture information on more than 150 properties 
representing a wide range of housing types in terms of size, populations served and geographic location.   
 
Meyer’s SPS investment helped to leverage an additional $20,000 grant from Chase Bank to support HDC’s 
statistical analysis of the cross-portfolio data. This analysis will provide the industry with a deeper and more 
thorough understanding of portfolio characteristics, vulnerabilities, long-term viability and the need for 
recapitalization funding. HDC’s findings, which will be presented at an industry conference in April 2016, 
will hopefully help to inform other organizations’ long-term planning as well as catalyze broader systems-
level preservation strategies.  
 
Year-one grant project challenges  
While all of the SPS year-one grantees fulfilled the critical milestones for the first year of the project, the 
process was slower than anticipated due to a number of unexpected challenges. Completing the portfolio 
assessments took more capacity, resources and time for both the grantees and HDC than originally 
anticipated. HDC created a roadmap to clearly outline the steps, timelines and expectations for SPS 
participants, which will hopefully make the process go more smoothly for the second SPS cohort. But this 
experience also made clear that the SPS is a labor-intensive approach that is best suited to organizations 
Cornelius Park Apartments 
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with sufficient staffing and systems in place to track and organize their asset management data. Grantees 
without significant internal asset management staff capacity or with staffing transitions during the grant 
year struggled to complete the SPS requirements.  
 
Year-one grant project outcomes 
The following chart summarizes the AHI’s projected outcomes for the year-one SPS grantees, along with 
actual progress achieved: 
 
 Projected Year-One Outcomes  Achieved Year-One Outcomes 
Assess 10 affordable housing organizations’ 
portfolios, and set work plans and technical 
assistance plans to address the long-term 
sustainability and viability of their housing 
stock. 
All 10 organizations’ housing portfolios were 
assessed, and all appear on track to develop 
portfolio sustainability plans. 
Increase understanding of the capital needs of 
the portfolios over the next five to ten years, 
and begin to develop strategies for meeting the 
needs. 
All of the organizations have increased their 
understanding of their portfolios’ capital 
needs. They haven’t necessarily completed full 
capital needs assessment on all of their 
properties, but they have identified the critical 
gaps in their information and have developed 
plans for addressing those gaps in year two. 
 
Year-two funding activities 
The SPS year-one grantees will spend the upcoming year implementing their portfolio plans. Meyer issued 
an RFP for the second SPS cohort in September 2015, with funding to be awarded in early 2016.  
 
Realizing that the SPS model is not well suited for all organizations, Meyer and Oregon Housing and 
Community Services (OHCS) launched the Capacity Building and Technical Assistance Support Strategy 
(CBTA) in late 2015. The CBTA aims to help culturally-specific organizations and organizations that serve 
rural communities and/or communities of color to 
strengthen their portfolios through a less resource- and 
time-intensive process. The first CBTA RFP was issued in 
December 2015, with funding to be awarded in early 
2016. 
 
In addition to its grant making, Meyer will work with 
partners over the upcoming year to ensure that the 
findings from the SPS cross-portfolio analysis lead to 
meaningful systems change. While it is helpful for the 
field and for individual organizations to better understand their portfolios’ recapitalization needs, this 
knowledge won’t be very useful without sufficient resources to fund recapitalization. This will require 
changes to public and private financing strategies and criteria. As a first step, Meyer, OHCS, HUD and Chase 
Bank are planning to meet in April 2016 to review the cross-portfolio data and develop recommendations. 
The Chase-funded analysis of the year-one cross-portfolio data will be useful in informing these efforts, but 
Meyer should consider funding HDC to do a combined analysis of the SPS year-one and year-two cohorts’ 
cross-portfolio data to create a more robust evaluation of the industry’s recapitalization needs. 
Siuslaw Dunes 
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Goal 2: Foster Innovation 
 
2. Foster innovation 
Catalyze innovative strategies to increase the availability of affordable housing and support residents’ 
stability and success. 
A. Cost efficiencies: Develop models for creating and preserving affordable units as cost effectively as 
possible over the units’ life span 
B. Private market units: Expand low-income renters’ access to safe, decent, affordable housing through 
existing private market units 
C. Systems alignment: Support the stability and success of affordable housing residents by fostering 
strategic coordination between housing and other service systems 
 
2A: Cost Efficiencies 
Goals of the strategy in year one 
Convene an expert group of stakeholders to identify cost drivers and opportunities for reducing the cost of 
developing affordable housing 
 
Background 
The high per-unit cost of affordable housing developed with public funding has been the focus of significant 
discussion at the state and national levels in recent years.  Critics suggest that the high costs are indicative 
of shortcomings in the traditional affordable housing development model, while industry leaders have 
emphasized the role of public funding requirements in driving up the 
costs. As the need for affordable housing continues to outpace the 
available resources, the debate over cost efficiencies has become a pivotal 
issue.  
 
The AHI aims to address this debate through a multi-step process designed 
to identify innovative development and finance strategies as well as policy 
and systems changes that will reduce project costs and achieve greater 
efficiencies. During the AHI’s first year, Meyer focused primarily on the 
research and exploration phase of this process.  
 
Year-one funding activities  
 Meyer recruited sixteen experts from development, construction, finance and related fields to 
participate in a nine-month Cost Efficiencies Workgroup to examine why the costs for publicly 
subsidized affordable projects are as high as they are, and to identify ways to reduce the cost of 
affordable housing development. 
 The Workgroup released a comprehensive written report summarizing its findings and shared the 
results of its work in over a dozen presentations across the state. 
 
Year-one funding activity achievements 
The Cost Efficiencies Workgroup engaged stakeholders in a serious and systematic examination of an often 
contentious issue, helping to elevate the level of discourse around the cost efficiencies debate. The 
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Workgroup’s members included experts from across different aspects of Oregon’s affordable housing 
arena, and the Workgroup’s findings were informed by a wide range of additional local and national experts 
and innovators. One hundred percent of Workgroup members who responded to a follow-up survey agreed 
or strongly agreed that “the Workgroup brought a diverse range of perspectives to the table,” and 78% 
agreed or strongly agreed that “the Workgroup brought added value to the discussions that the field has 
been having about these issues”. One respondent commented, “The value was the professional credibility 
of the Workgroup members engaging the issues TOGETHER”. Others noted that while the Workgroup did a 
good job of bringing together diverse players from within 
the affordable housing industry, it could have benefitted 
from the inclusion of more voices from outside the industry.  
 
Meyer’s AHI Program Officer observed that the Workgroup 
members and expert informants seemed more willing to 
engage with one another around this contentious issue 
because Meyer was seen as an impartial facilitator: “It 
clearly mattered that we came across as thoughtful and 
thorough, but not beholden to any particular interest.” 
Sixty-seven percent of Workgroup members who responded 
to the follow-up survey agreed or strongly agreed that 
“Meyer’s role as a neutral convener was valuable”.  
 
Meyer received very positive feedback on the Workgroup’s report. There was a high level of interest in the 
Workgroup’s findings, and, to date, Meyer has presented on the findings to more than a dozen diverse 
audiences in Washington County, Clackamas County, Portland, the State Housing Council, Eugene/ 
Springfield, Roseburg, Medford, at the Neighborhood Partnerships conference, and to the members of the 
Oregon Opportunity Network and the Oregon Housing Authorities. 
 
Year-one funding activity challenges 
For stakeholders seeking radical, paradigm-shifting solutions, the Workgroup’s report may be a 
disappointment. The report’s recommendations are relatively modest and do not represent a dramatic 
departure from the prevailing conversations within the affordable housing industry about these issues. This 
is probably due in part to the fact that the Workgroup didn’t include participants who operate outside of 
the affordable housing industry or who hold broadly critical views of the industry. Meyer tried to engage 
several for-profit developers as Workgroup members, but they declined to participate. 
 
The report recommends some modifications to existing policies or procedures that could make an 
incremental difference, but it doesn’t offer any wholesale solutions. As one Workgroup member put it, 
“Many changes were identified but to me appeared fragmented and isolated”. The lack of “silver bullets” is 
disappointing but may be less a reflection of any failures on the Workgroup’s part than of the complex 
realities of the situation. For example, the report concludes that while “public and private funders could do 
more to expedite funding processes and help reduce unnecessary costs, dramatic reductions are probably 
unattainable without new, more flexible sources of funding”. And the report cautions that trying to 
radically reduce costs would not be possible without compromising the “long-term viability [of the 
affordable housing projects], the interests of residents, and the ability to attract needed private 
investment”.  
 
It is too early to determine the broader impact that the Workgroup’s report might have on the field. 
Seventy-eight percent of respondents to the Workgroup feedback survey agreed or strongly agreed that, 
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“The Workgroup’s findings and recommendations have the potential to change the landscape of affordable 
housing in Oregon”. But only 33% of survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed that, “I am confident 
that the Workgroup’s findings will have a concrete impact on the landscape of affordable housing 
development in Oregon,” while 44% were neutral and 22% disagreed. Respondents’ comments illustrate 
some of the reasons for this lack of confidence. For example, one wrote, “I think that this work is falling on 
deaf ears at the State legislative and administrative levels,” while another wrote, “While our 
recommendations to our government partners are merited, I recognize that creating change in that 
particular field is difficult”. 
 
Ensuring that the Workgroup’s recommendations have a concrete impact on policy and systems change will 
require additional work. Meyer will need to actively engage a broad range of public agencies, public funders 
and private lenders at both the state and local levels to examine the recommendations and explore 
opportunities to implement changes.  
 
Year-one funding activity outcomes 
The following table compares Meyer’s projected and achieved outcomes for its year-one activities under 
the Cost Efficiencies strategy: 
 
Projected Year-One Outcomes Achieved Year-One Outcomes 
Identify the key factors affecting the 
cost of developing affordable housing. 
Seventy-eight percent of Workgroup members who 
responded to the follow-up survey agreed or strongly 
agreed that, “The Workgroup succeeded in identifying 
the key factors affecting the cost of developing 
affordable housing”. The report offers a clear and 
concise overview of the cost drivers, helping to 
articulate a complex set of issues in a broadly 
accessible way. 
Identify promising models for delivering 
affordable housing at a lower cost. 
Only 33% of Workgroup members who responded to 
the follow-up survey agreed or strongly agreed that, 
“The Workgroup succeeded in identifying promising 
models for delivering affordable housing at a lower 
cost”, while 56% were neutral. The report discusses 
the pros and cons of a few potential models, such as 
building smaller units, units with shared bathroom and 
kitchen facilities, and modular construction, but it 
doesn’t offer a strong case for investing in these 
models, and it doesn’t offer many new ideas that 
aren’t already part of the existing discourse. 
Identify potential changes in state and/ 
or local systems, policies, regulations, 
underwriting practices and/or design 
standards to reduce project costs. 
Seventy-eight percent of Workgroup survey 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that, “The 
Workgroup succeeded in identifying potential changes 
in local systems, policies, regulations, underwriting 
practices and/or design standards to reduce project 
costs”, while 67% agreed or strongly agreed that the 
Workgroup succeeded in identifying changes at the 
state level.  
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Year-two funding activities 
Meyer released an RFP in late 2015 to fund pre-development of innovative, cost-efficient pilot or 
demonstration projects to test new approaches to affordable housing development. Funding will be 
awarded in early 2016. The lessons learned from the demonstration projects will help to advance the 
industry’s exploration of potential models for delivering affordable housing at a lower cost. An evaluation 
of the funded projects will be included in the AHI year-two evaluation report. 
 
Meyer plans to move forward the Workgroup’s policy and systems change recommendations by helping to 
convene a number of follow-up conversations over the upcoming year. These include: 
 Forming a Financial Innovation Workgroup to look at specific strategies to engage new and different 
resources, including more private capital, in affordable housing development 
 Supporting and advising on public funders’ ongoing work to evaluate funding processes and criteria 
 Engaging public funders, local governments, lenders and the state Bureau of Labor and Industry in 
discussions about potential changes to policies and underwriting practices 
 Continuing to support efforts to better align affordable housing and services 
 Exploring the feasibility of specific report recommendations such as developing a streamlined approach 
to green-building certification and modifying operating reserve requirements 
 Connecting with other funders to actively explore partnerships to test new approaches, including co-
funding the implementation/ capital phase of the RFP-supported work 
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2B: Private Market Units 
Goals of the strategy in year one 
Increase access to private market units through Housing Choice (Section 8) Vouchers 
 
Background 
The AHI framework recognizes that the private rental market must be part of the solution to Oregon’s 
housing crisis. The focus of the AHI’s Private Market Units strategy in year one took advantage of an 
opportunity that emerged shortly after the AHI’s launch. Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV), commonly known 
as Section 8, are designed to enable low-income tenants to access 
private market rental units in the community of their choice. Until 
recently, however, many Oregon voucher holders had difficulty 
accessing housing because private landlords refused to rent to them. In 
July 2014, a new Oregon law (HB 2639) went into effect that bans the 
denial of rental housing solely based on a tenant’s use of a Section 8 
voucher. Meyer focused the first year of the AHI’s Private Market Units 
funding on strategies to support successful implementation of the new 
law.  
 
Year-one funding activities  
Meyer released an RFP in June 2014 for pilot projects and replicable models to increase Section 8 voucher 
holders’ access to quality private market housing units in communities of their choice. Applicants were 
invited to respond with proposals for one-year projects with funding up to $75,000.  
 
Meyer funded ten organizations for eight projects with $350,431 in grants: 
 Catholic Charities (Multnomah County region) for landlord engagement and tenant support to assist 
voucher holders in accessing housing in high opportunity neighborhoods 
 Community in Action (Harney and Malheur counties) for a tenant stabilization pilot project to help 
voucher holders access housing and avoid eviction 
 Housing and Community Services Agency of Lane County (Lane County) for outreach and education to 
voucher holders, landlords and service providers, focused on increasing access for low-income Latino 
households 
 Housing Authority of Jackson County (Jackson County) for a security deposit assistance loan pilot 
project 
 Marion County Housing Authority (rural Marion County) for a pilot project to increase housing access 
for voucher-holders through voluntary unit pre-inspections and landlord support, with a focus on low-
income Latino households 
 Mercy Corps Northwest (Multnomah County) for a certification program to increase housing access for 
voucher holders with criminal backgrounds 
 Mid-Columbia Housing Authority (Wasco, Sherman, and Hood River counties) for landlord education 
and tenant navigation support focused on low-income Latino households 
 Oregon Housing Authorities, Oregon Law Center and Multifamily NW (statewide) for a collaborative 
statewide education project providing information about HB 2639 to landlords, public housing 
authorities and service providers  
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Year-one grant project achievements 
Taken as a whole, the Private Market Units grant projects (1) piloted several promising innovative strategies 
with the potential for broader replication; (2) strengthened the understanding of the new law among 
landlords, public housing authorities (PHAs) and service providers across the state; (3) illuminated the 
challenges facing under-resourced and vulnerable populations in trying to access private market housing; 
and (4) strengthened relationships and communication among landlords, PHAs and service providers.   
 
1. Successful pilots 
Several of the grantees successfully piloted innovative strategies that have the potential for broader 
replication across the state. For example: 
 Housing Authority of Jackson County piloted a security deposit assistance loan program to assist 
voucher holders in securing units. Seventy-two HCV households used the program and 16 more were 
pre-approved during the grant period. Households described the program as “a life saver” and “a God-
send”, reporting that without the loan they would not have been able to secure housing. Landlords 
were especially receptive to the program because it was a loan rather than a grant. The program has 
the potential to be financially self-sustaining through loan paybacks. Several other Private Market Units 
grantees identified the lack of security deposit assistance 
as a key barrier facing the households they served, so 
there is a high level of interest in replicating this strategy 
in other parts of the state. Meyer plans to provide follow-
on funding in year two to support broader replication. 
 Catholic Charities developed strategies to help tenants to 
understand and navigate the private rental market. In the 
early stages of implementing their landlord outreach 
project, Catholic Charities realized that in a tight rental 
market, simply having relationships with landlords is not 
enough. They developed a training for their staff and 
other housing placement providers to give them techniques for preparing low-income tenants to 
effectively compete for units. They provided the training to 32 providers, shared training information 
with an additional 80 in the Portland metro area, and have had interest from additional providers 
across the state.  
 Mercy Corps Northwest developed a Certificate of Good Standing program to assist renters with 
criminal backgrounds in accessing housing. Because of the tight rental market and a limited number of 
eligible HCV households, their pilot project was not very effective in helping HCV households to access 
private market units. But it did assist other low-income households with criminal backgrounds in 
overcoming screening barriers for nonprofit-owned units, and it has broader applications for helping 
tenants with criminal backgrounds to access housing. The model is easily replicable and provides a good 
framework with which to engage private market landlords on the topic of reentry. Mercy Corps 
Northwest plans to share their materials and lessons learned with reentry organizations, private 
landlord associations and affordable housing organizations throughout the state.  
 
Additional pilot projects were challenged by the tight housing market but may have application in less tight 
markets. For example: 
 Marion County Housing Authority developed a voluntary pre-inspection program to streamline the 
leasing process. The program holds promise, but the vacancy rate was so low during the grant period 
that local landlords had no incentive to participate.  
Certificates of Good Standing 
Photo courtesy of Mercy Corps Northwest 
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2. Strengthened understanding of the law  
The collaborative project led by the Oregon Housing Authorities, Oregon Law Center and Multifamily NW 
developed informative and accessible educational materials on the new law that were disseminated 
statewide to 2,849 landlords, 143 PHA staff and 1,100 
tenants, service providers and advocates. The materials 
were used by all of the other Private Market Units 
grantees and all of Oregon’s PHAs, ensuring that the 
information shared was accurate and consistent. Across 
the state, 549 participants attended the collaborative’s 
regional training workshops, and more than 150 landlords 
attended satellite trainings hosted by their local PHAs. 
The educational collaborative partners have continued to 
assist PHAs around the state to provide landlord trainings 
in their communities, and the training and educational 
materials are available online for ongoing use and replication. While it is not possible to quantify the impact 
of this educational work, anecdotal evidence indicates that it has helped to reduce landlord discrimination 
and increase voucher holders’ access to units.  
 
3. Illuminating challenges facing underserved populations 
As with the other AHI year-one RFPs, the Private Market Units RFP was framed by an equity lens, with 
funding prioritized to projects serving under-resourced populations and organizations, including rural 
communities, communities of color and culturally-specific organizations. Of the eight projects funded, four 
focused on rural areas, three served more than 50% people of color, four involved partnerships with 
culturally-specific or rural partners, and five targeted services to historically disenfranchised populations 
including people with criminal backgrounds, immigrants and refugees.   
 
Many of the projects provided direct benefits to these underserved populations by assisting voucher 
holders in accessing and/or retaining housing. Just as importantly, by helping to illuminate the specific 
challenges faced by underserved populations in trying to access private market units, the projects can help 
to inform the future development and expansion of interventions tailored to meet each population’s 
specific needs. This includes the identification of systems-level strategies or policy changes to address 
common barriers. 
 
4. Strengthened relationships 
Many of the projects resulted in strengthened relationships and improved communication between private 
landlords, public housing authorities and service providers in multiple communities across the state. These 
relationships have the potential for long-term benefits that will hopefully result in increased access to 
housing units for underserved populations in the future. For example, two housing authorities developed 
effective partnerships with culturally-specific, community-based organizations as part of their projects. 
These partnerships improved the housing authorities’ connections to the Latino community and prompted 
one housing authority to look more closely at its own internal equity work.  
 
Year-one grant project challenges 
Many of the Private Market Units grant projects faced significant implementation challenges. Most notably, 
historically low vacancy rates throughout Oregon and rising rents reduced the number of units available to 
voucher holders. The vacancy rates were lower in most markets than when the grantees had submitted 
their proposals, undermining some of the assumptions that underlay their project designs. For example, 
several of the projects had an explicit focus on helping voucher holders to find units in higher opportunity 
Educational Collaborative Workshop 
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neighborhoods, but the tight market made this unrealistic. And in markets with high competition for every 
unit, landlords had no incentive to respond to strategies like pre-inspections and landlord liaisons.   
 
Several of the projects were also challenged by the grants’ twelve-month timeframe. Grantees that needed 
to hire new staff or reassign existing staff to the pilot projects often had delays in implementation. Because 
of the tight rental market, many grantees discovered midway through the grant term that their original 
projects weren’t effective as designed. By the time they had figured out how to modify their strategies to 
be more successful, the twelve months were almost over, which didn’t give them time to implement the 
new approaches. Grantees suggested 18 months would have been a better timeframe. 
 
Many of the projects were unable to achieve all of their projected outcomes. This was largely due to the 
tight rental market, but some pilots also had project design challenges. For example, several pilots that 
provided direct support to voucher holders ended up serving far fewer voucher holders than they had 
originally projected in their proposals. In most cases, this was due to grantees’ unrealistic assumptions 
about their access to voucher holders and/or the relevance of their project design to voucher holders.  
 
Some of the common external challenges experienced by the pilots might be most effectively addressed 
through systems-level work. Meyer could play a role in identifying and moving forward these systems-level 
strategies. For example, many projects were challenged by the difficulty of tracking available units in a tight 
market. Some grantees suggested this could be addressed through technology-based solutions as well as 
regulatory changes such as mandatory landlord registration.  
 
Year-one grant project outcomes 
The following table compares Meyer’s projected and achieved outcomes for the Private Market Units year-
one grant projects: 
 
 Projected Year-One Outcomes  Achieved Year-One Outcomes 
Effective models are implemented that 
enable Section 8 voucher holders in pilot 
project communities to secure quality 
housing through the private market. 
Promising models were piloted, but market challenges made it 
difficult for voucher holders to secure quality housing through 
the private market in many of the pilots. 
The pilot projects contribute to increased 
understanding of the barriers that limit 
Section 8 voucher holders’ access to private 
market units and the best practices for 
addressing those barriers. 
 
The pilot projects contributed to a greater understanding of the 
barriers limiting voucher holders’ access to private market 
units, and they identified promising strategies for addressing 
some of these barriers. However, the tight rental market was 
the greatest barrier across almost all of the projects, and there 
are limited strategies available for addressing that barrier. 
The pilot projects produce effective, 
replicable models and strategies that will be 
implemented more broadly after the end of 
the funding period, significantly increasing 
Oregon Section 8 voucher holders’ access to 
housing and contributing to the successful 
implementation of Section 8 reform. 
At least three of the models will be implemented more broadly 
after the funding period. Other models might be effective in a 
different market, but not in the current market. Given the 
market pressures, it is unclear whether even the replicable 
models will significantly increase voucher holders’ access to 
housing. 
The AHI funding results in increased 
coordination and information sharing across 
different organizations and networks. 
Many of the projects resulted in stronger coordination and 
information sharing among housing authorities, landlords and 
community-based organizations. 
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Year-two funding activities 
Meyer released its second Private Market Units RFP in May 2015. The RFP was framed more broadly than 
the year-one RFP, with the goal of supporting a wide range of demonstration projects that will generate 
innovative tools and strategies to increase low-income renters’ access to private market units.   
 
Meyer awarded $650,000 in one- to two-year grants to seven projects in October 2015: 
 ACCESS (Jackson County) for a pilot project using flexible rent assistance and a landlord mitigation fund 
to increase housing access for families leaving residential addictions treatment with open Child 
Protective Services cases 
 Community Action Program of East Central Oregon (Umatilla, Morrow, Gilliam and Wheeler counties) 
to develop a Housing Navigator position and create a landlord risk mitigation fund for low-income 
Latino families 
 JOIN (Multnomah County) to co-fund, along with the Portland Housing Bureau, development of a 
landlord retention and recruitment toolkit and training program for service providers 
 Multifamily NW, Oregon Law Center and Oregon Housing Authorities (statewide) to develop 
educational materials and a training toolkit about fair housing laws for landlords, PHAs, service 
providers and advocates 
 Northwest Housing Alternatives (Clackamas County) for a pilot project to use flexible funding tools to 
encourage private landlords to relax screening criteria for low-income renters 
 Northwest Oregon Housing Authority (Clatsop, Columbia and Tillamook counties) for a collaborative 
project to increase low-income renters’ access to housing through security deposit assistance, case 
management and other supports 
 Northwest Pilot Project (Multnomah County) for a pilot project to prevent displacement and help 
seniors of color to remain in their communities through rent subsidies 
 
 These grant projects will be evaluated in the AHI year-two evaluation report. 
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2C: Systems Alignment 
Goals of the strategy in year one 
Support the stability and success of affordable housing residents by fostering more strategic coordination 
between housing and other service systems 
 
Background 
Affordable housing gives people the stability to meet their basic needs and the opportunity to build better 
lives. But for many Oregon households, housing alone is not enough. Affordable housing providers 
frequently struggle to connect residents with the supportive 
services that will enable them to retain their housing and achieve 
their goals for advancement. At the same time, human service 
providers face challenges in effectively serving low-income 
clients who do not have access to stable housing.  
 
These challenges have led many stakeholders to champion the 
concept of systems alignment. By increasing coordination 
between housing and other service systems, system alignment 
aims to better support the stability and self-sufficiency of 
affordable housing residents while creating more cost efficient 
and sustainable service delivery models. 
 
Significant challenges have historically made systems alignment difficult to achieve: programs and 
interventions originate and evolve in response to various funding sources and models of care, often in 
isolation from more holistic considerations of clients’ well-being; housing and services draw from different 
funding streams that don’t easily align; technical challenges like collecting and sharing data can hinder 
coordination; and systems often operate in silos with limited opportunities for collaboration. 
 
The AHI strives to overcome these challenges by funding demonstration projects that will lead to replicable 
models for effectively integrating housing and services.  
 
Year-one funding activities 
Because of the complexity of aligning housing with other service systems, Meyer spent the first year of the 
AHI researching how it could most strategically use its funding to catalyze systems alignment, with the goal 
of framing an RFP to be funded in year two.  
 
Year-one funding activity achievements 
Meyer’s research included meetings with more than 25 stakeholders representing different areas of 
expertise, a selective scan of national best practices and discussions with key systems-level leaders.   
 
As part of this research, Meyer explored its potential role in promoting greater alignment between housing 
and healthcare, which was an area that many housing stakeholders had identified as a particular priority. 
Meyer participated in a learning collaborative led by Enterprise Community Partners (and funded by a 
$250,000 Meyer Responsive Grant) that included research on health-housing topics and engaged Portland-
area housing and service providers in a sustained effort to find ways to better coordinate.  
 
Colonia Libertad Residents 
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Meyer also participated in Multnomah County’s A Home for Everyone initiative, a collaborative effort to 
address homelessness that emphasizes the intersection between housing and services. The initiative brings 
together local jurisdictions, service providers, funders, health care providers, businesses, advocates and the 
faith community to align and coordinate their efforts to prevent and end homelessness. 
 
Year-one funding activity challenges 
The greatest challenge to Meyer’s research was defining the universe of service systems and strategies that 
should be included in the RFP, given the wide range of potential work that could be supported. There are 
more than a dozen key service systems that interface with housing, and even more that impact the stability 
and success of affordable housing residents. Many of these systems are highly complex, and it is challenging 
to understand the structures, resource streams and 
regulatory environments of each system at a sufficient 
level of detail to assess how they might align with 
housing.  
 
There are also multiple leverage points for trying to 
promote systems alignment. These include connecting 
individuals directly with the services they need, 
integrating services into housing developments through 
on-the-ground collaborations between local 
organizations, improving coordination and synergy 
between mid-level staff within government agencies, 
and creating high-level changes in policies and budget 
priorities to foster better alignment between multiple systems.  
 
Meyer ultimately decided not to limit its funding to only one system, strategy or leverage point. This may 
create challenges in year two in trying to pull shared lessons from a range of very diverse projects.  
 
Year-one funding activity outcomes 
The following table compares Meyer’s projected and achieved outcomes for its year-one activities under 
the Systems Alignment strategy: 
 
 Projected Year-One Outcomes  Achieved Year-One Outcomes 
Identify the most strategic role for Meyer’s 
funding to promote strategic alignment 
between housing and other service systems. 
Meyer’s research led to the decision to frame 
the RFP fairly broadly to catalyze alignment 
across a range of potential strategies and 
service areas. Further clarity on Meyer’s most 
strategic role going forward may emerge from 
the assessment of the funded projects. 
 
Year-two funding activities 
Meyer’s research culminated in the development of a multi-year RFP released in June 2015. The RFP invited 
proposals of up to $150,000 for one- to two-year projects connecting housing with a range of other service 
systems, with strong potential to: 
 Identify specific strategies to promote effective cooperation across systems or service providers 
 Identify and address significant policy or systems barriers to better coordination 
 Dreamstime.com 
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 Document the potential to deliver better outcomes (including cost savings or other opportunities to 
better leverage scarce resources) through effective collaboration 
 Improve outcomes for low-income Oregonians, with a particular focus on communities of color and 
residents of underserved rural communities  
 
Meyer funded nine proposals in November 2015, with grants totaling just under $900,000 to: 
 ACCESS (Jackson County) for a project focused on foster care diversion and child welfare 
 Catholic Community Services of the Mid-Willamette (Marion County) for a project focused on foster 
care diversion and early learning hubs 
 Columbia Gorge Health Council (Hood River and Wasco counties) for a project aligning housing with 
health and other social services 
 Community Action Partnership of Oregon (statewide, with a focus on Jackson, Klamath and Lake 
counties) for a project focused on foster care diversion and child welfare 
 Enterprise Community Partners (Portland metro) for a healthcare flexible benefits pilot 
 Klamath-Lake Community Action Services (Klamath and Lake counties) for a project focused on foster 
care diversion and child welfare 
 REACH/Housing With Services (Multnomah County) for a project aligning housing with health and other 
social services 
 United Way of Lane County (Lane County) for a project aligning housing with health and early learning 
hubs 
 Worksystems, Inc. (Multnomah and Washington counties) for a project aligning housing with 
employment 
 
The projects will be implemented during the AHI’s second year and evaluated as part of the year-two 
evaluation report.  
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Goal 3: Secure the Future 
 
3. Secure the future 
Develop resources and policies that will expand the availability of affordable housing into the future. 
A. Advocacy: Support systems change and advocacy to increase the availability of affordable housing 
B. Investment: Explore innovative and opportunistic uses of PRIs and other investments to spur the 
development and preservation of affordable housing in underserved areas 
 
3A: Advocacy  
Goals of the strategy in year one 
Support organizations engaged in community-driven public policy advocacy and community organizing to 
increase access to and resources for affordable housing in local jurisdictions and across Oregon 
 
Background 
Oregon’s affordable housing needs cannot be fully addressed without significant increases in public 
resources at the state, local and federal levels. Solving the housing crisis will also require changes in policy, 
planning and land use regulations at the local and state 
levels. This includes eliminating laws that create barriers 
to affordable housing development, strengthening laws 
to protect low-income renters, developing dedicated 
revenue streams for affordable housing and mitigating 
displacement. 
 
The AHI framework includes a commitment to funding 
advocacy, organizing and systems change work to address 
Oregon’s affordable housing needs. A key priority is to 
strengthen the capacity of communities of color and 
underserved rural communities to engage in housing-
related public policy advocacy and organizing. 
 
Year-one funding activities  
Meyer released an RFP in July 2014 to support advocacy and community organizing to increase access to 
and resources for affordable housing. Proposals were invited for one-year projects of up to $25,000, with 
the possibility of up to $50,000 for two years.  
 
Meyer awarded 12 grants totaling $298,251 to: 
 Center for Intercultural Organizing (CIO, Washington County) for tenant organizing and leadership 
development with immigrants and refugees in Washington County 
 Community Alliance of Tenants (CAT, Multnomah County) for tenant organizing and leadership 
development in North Portland and East Multnomah County 
 Elders in Action (Multnomah County) to develop a cadre of housing advocates focused on the needs 
and challenges of older adults in Multnomah County 
 Habitat for Humanity of Oregon (statewide) to support Habitat affiliates around the state in effective 
advocacy at the state legislature 
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 Housing Works (Central Oregon) to develop a short documentary film highlighting affordable housing 
issues and needs in Central Oregon 
 Immigrant and Refugee Community Organization (IRCO, Multnomah County) to develop the leadership 
of immigrants and refugees to address racial disparities related to housing 
 Cornerstone Community Housing (Lane County) to develop the Lane County Affordable Housing 
Coalition, which brings together a broad range of stakeholders around a shared affordable housing 
agenda 
 Mid-Columbia Housing Authority (Wasco, Sherman, and Hood River counties) to develop and 
implement a strategic, coordinated housing advocacy effort in the mid-Columbia Gorge area 
 National Alliance on Mental Illness Oregon (NAMI, statewide) for advocacy focused on the housing 
needs of individuals living with mental illness across the state  
 Native American Youth and Family Center/ Coalition of 
Communities of Color (Multnomah County) to build a 
cross-cultural, community of color-led alliance to address 
gentrification and displacement in Portland 
 Oregon Center for Public Policy (OCPP, statewide) to 
examine options for reforming Oregon’s mortgage 
interest deduction to redirect funds to affordable 
housing 
 Oregon Opportunity Network (Portland metro region) to 
grow the Welcome Home Coalition to coordinate 
strategic advocacy for increased resources for affordable 
housing in the Portland metro area 
 
In addition, Meyer made two directed AHI grants to Neighborhood Partnerships: $40,000 for operating 
support for statewide advocacy with the Housing Alliance, and $60,000 for a project to cultivate and 
diversify leaders with the Housing Alliance.  
 
Year-one grant project achievements 
Taken as a whole, the year-one Advocacy grants helped to (1) further Meyer’s equity objectives, (2) 
contribute to increased momentum around housing as a key policy priority, (3) support several important 
2015 state legislative wins, (4) strengthen and diversify engagement in the Housing Alliance, (5) support the 
development of local coalitions and organizing campaigns, and (6) promote new partnerships. 
 
1. Further equity objectives 
As with all of the AHI year-one RFPs, the Advocacy RFP was framed by an equity lens that prioritized 
funding for under-resourced populations and organizations, including rural communities, communities of 
color and culturally-specific organizations. Of the 12 organizations that were funded, three are culturally-
specific organizations, and five serve more than 50% people of color. Of the 12 projects, four focused on 
rural communities, four focused primarily on communities of color, and all of the projects engaged 
culturally-specific or rural partners to help inform and/or lead the work. 
 
Many of the projects strengthened the leadership and voice of underserved populations and brought their 
issues and needs to policy making tables. For example, CIO provided leadership trainings for Washington 
County’s Iraqi, Latino, Pacific Islander and African community members and connected them with local 
government leaders to expand awareness of the experiences and needs of immigrants and refugees. IRCO 
Photo Courtesy of  
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brought the voices of immigrants and refugees to housing advocacy tables and educated policy makers 
about the housing challenges facing these populations. The Coalition of Communities of Color convened 
leaders and staff from culturally-specific organizations to share 
experiences of displacement and gentrification and identify 
effective strategies. NAMI’s grant enabled it to travel to rural 
communities to listen to the needs of community members 
with mental illness and engage them in state-level policy 
advocacy work. Housing Works created a documentary to 
share the stories and experiences of low-income households in 
Central Oregon with regional decision makers. 
 
2. Contribute to housing momentum 
The historically low vacancy rates across the state, rising rents, 
mass evictions, and increased awareness of homelessness and 
displacement have created a new sense of urgency around the 
need for affordable housing. Meyer’s year-one Advocacy grantees contributed to the increased visibility 
and momentum around the housing crisis statewide, expanding the network of voices engaging in housing 
discussions at a critical time when these issues rose to the top of community and political agendas. 
 
3. Support 2015 legislative wins 
Meyer grantees’ advocacy in Salem helped to leverage significant new resources and legislative changes in 
2015 that will have far-reaching impacts. This includes $40 million in General Obligation Bonds for the Local 
Innovation and Fast Track (LIFT) Housing Program, which was supported by broad-based advocacy 
coordinated by the Housing Alliance; $20 million in Lottery Backed Bonds to build homes for people with 
mental illness, which resulted from NAMI’s advocacy work; and passage of a bill in response to advocacy by 
Habitat for Humanity of Oregon that will reduce costs for Habitats’ work around the state. 
 
Meyer’s funding also supported grantees’ efforts to lay the groundwork for future legislative sessions. For 
example, OCPP researched mortgage interest deduction reforms to be introduced in 2017, and several 
organizations identified legislative priorities for the 2016 and 
2017 sessions. 
 
4. Strengthen and diversify state-level engagement through 
the Housing Alliance 
The Housing Alliance, which is coordinated by Neighborhood 
Partnerships (NP), brings together a wide range of 
stakeholders around a common statewide legislative and 
policy agenda. Meyer’s support helped the Alliance to 
expand its outreach to grassroots organizations around the 
state, especially those representing communities of color 
and underserved rural communities. This included offering pass-through grants and flexible funds to seven 
organizations (including four culturally-specific organizations and two that primarily work with communities 
of color) to support underserved communities’ participation in state-level policy conversations.  
 
Over the course of the grant year, the Housing Alliance increased its membership by 12 organizations; four 
of the new members are culturally-specific organizations and a fifth works predominately with communities 
of color. Five culturally-specific organizations and nine organizations engaging resident or client voices 
actively participated in NP’s trainings, and more than 300 people actively participated in the Alliance’s 
Photo courtesy of  
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lobby days and coordinated hearings during the 2015 legislation session. NP also provided coaching and 
technical support to assist several organizations in moving forward their own policy bills.  
 
Many of the AHI Advocacy grantees worked through the Housing Alliance to train and engage their 
constituents in state-level policy. For example, CAT mobilized over 70 tenant leaders (most of whom were 
immigrants and people of color) to participate in the Housing Alliance’s lobby days and used the Alliance’s 
flexible funds to hire interpreters and pay for transportation. The Lane County Affordable Housing Coalition 
engaged 28 residents in the Alliance’s advocacy training and brought 25 people to the Alliance’s lobby days. 
 
5. Support local coalitions and organizing campaigns 
Meyer’s funding supported several local coalitions and organizing campaigns that successfully leveraged 
the increased momentum around housing issues to move forward their policy agendas. For example, the 
Welcome Home Coalition signed on more than 110 
organizational members over the course of the grant year 
to advocate for affordable housing policies and resources 
in the Portland metro region. Their work contributed to 
several policy wins including the creation of a short-term 
rental (Airbnb) tax that will result in $1.2 million per year 
as an ongoing source of revenue for affordable housing. 
The Mid-Columbia Housing Authority organized a coalition 
of regional stakeholders to launch a housing needs 
assessment process in Hood River which informed the 
City’s comprehensive plan update. CAT’s Renter State of 
Emergency campaign led to passage of a 90-day notice 
period in Portland for tenants receiving no-cause evictions 
or rent increases over 5%, and passage of a local Housing and Homelessness State of Emergency. 
 
6. Promote new partnerships 
Many of Meyer’s grantees forged new partnerships and connections that have the potential to strengthen 
housing advocacy in the future. For example, NAMI’s advocacy work gave it an opportunity to build and 
strengthen partnerships with housing organizations. Housing Works and Mid-Columbia Housing Authority 
built connections with local businesses that recognize the importance of affordable housing for the local 
economy. Elders in Action strengthened its own internal equity work and began building partnerships with 
local culturally-specific organizations. OCPP connected to organizations representing the housing arena and 
communities of color to engage them in planning for the mortgage interest deduction campaign. 
 
Year-one grant project challenges 
The timing of the year-one Advocacy grants created challenges for some projects. The grant funds were 
released shortly before the start of the 2015 legislative session, which gave grantees working on state 
legislative issues limited time to recruit and engage their constituents and partners. For the Housing 
Alliance, developing new members at the same time as gearing up for a very busy legislative session was a 
challenge.  
 
Almost all of the Advocacy grants were $25,000 or less for one year. It takes years to develop and 
implement a successful policy change campaign. Many stakeholders noted that a year is not enough time to 
effectively build the leadership, infrastructure and sustainable capacity to be successful. They also 
suggested that funding amounts should be larger to enable organizations to fund a staff position to lead the 
work.  
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Meyer’s intent was to provide follow-on funding to the most promising year-one projects (and indeed 
several of the year-one Advocacy grantees received additional funding to continue their work in year two). 
Several of the Advocacy grantees – including CIO, CAT and the Coalition of Communities of Color – also 
received operating support or capacity building grants through Meyer’s Responsive Grants program in 
2014-15, which made the smaller Advocacy grant amounts 
appropriate.  
 
Some Advocacy grantees working to engage people 
impacted by the housing crisis were challenged by the 
tension between organizing and direct services. As one 
grantee put it, “It is impossible to get folks to advocate for a 
policy that might help them in years to come, when they are 
worried about keeping a roof over their head“. Some of the 
grantees were able to combine their organizing with direct 
services to address people’s immediate needs, but this was 
not an option for many of the grantees.  
 
A few grantees who proposed to engage underserved 
communities in policy change work through grassroots organizing didn’t do the kind of in-depth leadership 
development and relationship building that are hallmarks of effective organizing. Providing a one-off 
training or mobilizing people to get on a bus once or twice is not leadership development and rarely results 
in sustained base building. Meyer should clarify whether it is specifically interested in supporting grassroots 
organizing (versus lighter touch forms of mobilization) and, if so, should provide a more detailed definition 
and clearer set of expectations for this work.   
 
Year-one grant project 
The following table summarizes Meyer’s projected and achieved outcomes for the Advocacy year-one grant 
projects: 
 
 Projected Year-One Outcomes  Achieved Year-One Outcomes 
The number and diversity of voices engaged in 
local and statewide affordable housing 
advocacy work are expanded. 
As noted in the examples above, this outcome 
was achieved in various ways. 
Policy and systems changes at the local and/or 
statewide level increase the availability of 
affordable housing by expanding resources 
and/or reducing barriers. 
The funded projects contributed to some 
concrete changes in policy, planning and 
resources at the local and state level. They 
also contributed to organizing, coalition 
building and capacity building that will 
hopefully result in greater changes in years to 
come.  
Policy makers and the general public have an 
increased understanding of, attention to and 
support for affordable housing. 
The funded projects both contributed to and 
benefitted from the overall increase in 
attention to the affordable housing crisis over 
the past year.  
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Year-two funding activities 
Meyer released its second Advocacy RFP in June 2015. Drawing on the lessons learned in year one, Meyer 
raised the funding limit and duration for eligible awards. Nine one- and two-year grants, totaling nearly 
$540,000, were awarded in December 2015 to: 
 CIO (Multnomah, Washington and Jackson counties) to develop and mobilize tenant leaders in 
Multnomah, Washington and Jackson counties around local and state housing policy issues that affect 
Oregonians, including low-income rural households, immigrants and refugees 
 CAT (Multnomah County) to support community-based participatory research, organizing and advocacy 
around policy change to protect tenants from no-cause eviction 
 IRCO (Portland metro) to expand the diversity of voices in housing advocacy to address racial disparities 
related to housing and increase the availability of affordable housing for marginalized immigrant and 
refugee families 
 Mid-Columbia Housing Authority (Hood River, Wasco and Sherman counties) to support a community-
based housing network to address affordable housing issues in the Columbia Gorge 
 OCPP (statewide) to support work to reform the mortgage interest deduction and redirect funds to 
affordable housing 
 Oregon Coalition Against Domestic and Sexual Violence (statewide) to expand partnership efforts in 
housing advocacy for survivors of domestic and sexual violence 
 Tillamook County Community Action Resource Enterprises (Tillamook County) to support a new 
countywide housing task force and complete a countywide housing assessment 
 Urban League of Portland (statewide) to organize Oregon’s African American communities to improve 
access to affordable, accessible, culturally-appropriate and safe housing 
 Welcome Home Coalition (Multnomah County) to support the Welcome Home Coalition’s Leadership 
Academy 
 
Meyer also made a two-year, $138,000 grant in August 2015 to NP to support the Housing Alliance’s 
Diversifying Voices program and a $122,000 grant to support Housing Alliance operations. 
 
All of these grants will be evaluated in the AHI year-two evaluation report. 
 
The AHI’s Advocacy RFPs have supported a wide range of approaches to policy change, including leadership 
development, grassroots organizing, resident mobilization, messaging and communications, organizational 
advocacy, coalition building and research. Meyer should consider clarifying and focusing its priorities for 
future RFPs to strengthen the impact of its funding. Evaluations of the year-one and year-two projects may 
help to inform that decision. 
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3B: Investment 
Goals of the strategy in year one 
Explore innovative and opportunistic uses of PRIs and other non-grant investments to spur the 
development and preservation of affordable housing in underserved areas 
 
Background 
Meyer’s ability to impact affordable housing in Oregon extends beyond its role as a grantmaker. 
Stakeholders have encouraged Meyer to use its investment capital and PRIs in innovative ways to fund 
affordable housing. A variety of innovative models for housing investment have emerged nationally in 
recent years, including mission-based investing, crowd funding, impact investing, social impact bonds and 
real estate investment trusts (REIT).  
 
The AHI framework includes a commitment to exploring the feasibility of these investment models with the 
goal of finding ways to use Meyer’s capital to leverage additional resources to support affordable housing 
development and preservation.     
 
Year-one funding activities 
In year one, Meyer staff focused on researching potential innovative investment strategies as well as 
looking at ways to increase the impact of its PRIs: 
 REIT or Alternative Structure: Meyer began exploring the potential formation of a REIT or other 
structure that would be a platform for institutional investors to participate in owning or financing 
affordable housing in Portland for a limited return.  
 Crowd Funding/Community Investment Trust: Meyer began looking into whether and how a crowd 
funding/community investment trust approach could provide a tool for small investors to fund 
affordable housing projects and/or commercial space within affordable housing developments.  
 Impact Investing: Meyer researched housing-related impact investing models to assess fit for a 
mission-related investment at Meyer.   
 Social Impact Bonds: Through the AHI Systems Alignment strategy, Meyer invested $75,000 in Catholic 
Community Services of the Mid-Willamette Valley, which is piloting a “Pay for Success” model which 
could become a Social Impact Bond. Meyer will use this investment to further examine the Pay for 
Success approach.  
 PRIs: Meyer worked with the Oregon Community Foundation (OCF) to expand OCF’s PRI investments, 
resulting in two new co-funded housing PRIs so far. Meyer is in conversations with other Oregon 
foundations about similar collaboration and PRI mentoring.   
 Capital Financing: Meyer gathered stakeholder input on the best process for future PRI capital 
investments and decided that the best option going forward was to make PRIs to intermediary 
organizations (typically Community Development Financial Institutions) instead of direct project 
investments. The intent behind this shift is to streamline Meyer’s PRI process, provide more responsive 
customer service and technical assistance, and increase alignment with other capital sources. 
 Pre-development Costs: Meyer currently has a $4 million PRI with NOAH as part of the Oregon Housing 
Acquisition Fund. Meyer and NOAH are exploring potential expanded uses of that loan fund to include 
more pre-development work, including land acquisition. 
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Year-one funding activity achievements 
The exploration of a range of investment options increased Meyer’s understanding of the potential benefits 
and challenges of different strategies and what role Meyer might play in seeding these strategies. Meyer 
also began to engage potential partners and co-funders in early conversations about some of the 
approaches, laying the groundwork for future leverage opportunities. 
 
The research process required coordination and communication between Meyer’s program, finance and 
investments departments. These sides of the foundation have historically operated separately from one 
another. The joint exploration of these investment options has highlighted opportunities for greater 
alignment that could have a positive long-term impact on Meyer as a whole. 
 
Year-one funding activity challenges 
Many of the investment models are highly complex, involving multiple partners and legal, financial and 
structural challenges that need to be figured out before moving forward. They can be expensive to 
establish and run. In addition, some of the strategies that rely on public sector partners will be slow to 
advance due to the caution of the public bodies.  
 
As noted in the previous section, several of the investment strategies will require internal coordination 
across the foundation in a way that has not happened in the past. With new staff, new roles and a mission 
related investing strategy still under development, this has not moved forward as quickly as initially 
anticipated. 
 
Year-one funding activity outcomes 
The following table summarizes the projected and achieved year-one outcomes for this strategy. 
 
 Projected Year-One Outcomes  Achieved Year-One Outcomes 
Meyer identifies potential strategies for 
investing PRIs and other non-grant resources in 
innovative ways that enable organizations 
serving under-resourced communities to more 
effectively move forward strategic affordable 
housing projects. 
Meyer explored a range of potential strategies 
but as yet has not identified clear priorities or 
actionable next steps. 
 
Year-two funding activities 
In the coming months, Meyer plans to build on its initial explorations to move some strategies forward. In 
some cases, such as the REIT, this will require increased research and due diligence in order to understand 
feasibility. In other cases, Meyer will need to continue to monitor strategies that are currently unfolding 
before determining whether they offer potential investment opportunities.  
 
More broadly, Meyer is looking at convening other funders around Oregon in a housing funders 
collaborative, along with bringing together Oregon’s Community Development Financial Institutions to 
promote increased coordination. These efforts could provide a platform for collaborative investment 
opportunities and could help to increase the impact of Meyer’s work in this area.  
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Equity Lens 
 
All of the AHI investments are framed within an overarching Equity Lens with funding targeted to under-
resourced populations and organizations, including communities of color, culturally-specific organizations 
and underserved rural communities.  
 
How this affects grant processes and funding decisions varies across the different AHI goal areas and 
strategies, but in general, decisions are guided by the following equity considerations:  
1. Outcomes:  How does the project benefit under-resourced communities, particularly low-income 
people of color and residents of underserved rural communities?  
2. Partnerships and collaborations:  Do culturally-specific and rural partners have genuine 
opportunities to inform, partner and/or lead on the project?  
3. Applicant organizations:  What is the demographic composition of the applicant organization’s 
staff and board?  Does the applicant organization have an organizational equity policy/statement? 
4. Project design:  How were impacted residents involved in the project design or issue identification? 
 
Applications for AHI funding in year one were reviewed in terms of their overall commitment to equity and 
their specific alignment with these objectives. Seventy-eight percent of the AHI’s year-one grants met at 
least one, and in almost all cases more than one, of the four objectives. More specifically: 
 47% of year-one funded projects benefitted residents of underserved rural communities 
 31% of year-one funded projects served more than 50% people of color 
 37% of year-one grantee organizations serve more than 50% people of color across all of their 
programs 
 17% of year-one grantee organizations identify as culturally-specific organizations 
 42% of year-one grantee organizations have organizational equity policies or statements 
 80% of year-one funded projects engaged culturally-specific or rural partners in informing, partnering 
or leading on the project 
 64% of year-one funded projects involved impacted residents in project planning or issue identification 
 
Among the grants that didn’t meet any of the equity criteria, many were intermediaries or technical 
assistance organizations for which the criteria were either not applicable or difficult to measure. Meyer also 
awarded some grants to mainstream organizations that didn’t meet the criteria with the explicit purpose of 
strengthening their equity work. 
 
Activities and Achievements 
Meyer implemented a range of strategies in year one in an effort to fulfill the AHI’s equity objectives. These 
included: 
 Outreach: Meyer conducted proactive outreach for each AHI funding opportunity in an effort to 
connect with under-resourced communities and organizations and encourage them to apply. 
Information about funding opportunities was distributed widely via a range of housing industry and AHI 
stakeholder list-serves and e-newsletters. In addition, AHI Program Officers developed tailored lists of 
organizations to reach out to about each specific RFP, calling or personally emailing dozens of 
organizations in an effort to broaden and diversify the applicant pools.   
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 Applicant support: AHI Program Officers provided one-on-one support and technical assistance to 
applicants as requested throughout the application process. Information sessions were provided, both 
in-person and via the web or conference call, for several RFPs. And Program Officers made themselves 
available by phone and email to answer questions, provide feedback and assist applicants as needed.  
 Application questions: The RFP applications included questions to assess how well each applicant 
organization and proposed project met the four AHI equity objectives listed above. Applicants were 
also asked to complete a demographic data survey 
form to show the racial and ethnic composition of the 
organization’s staff, board, population served and 
expected beneficiaries of the proposed project.  
 Funding decisions: All of the funding decisions were 
framed by the AHI equity lens, with applications 
prioritized in part based on how they fulfilled the equity 
objectives. Proposals that had a tone deaf response to 
the equity questions were rated less highly during the 
screening process, while proposals that clearly 
advanced the equity objectives were rated more highly. 
Significant effort was made to ensure that a meaningful 
portion of the grantees selected for each funding 
opportunity included culturally-specific and rural organizations and projects, although this was more 
successful in some funding strategies than others. Funding decisions also considered the inclusion of 
other vulnerable and underserved populations such as immigrants and refugees and persons with 
disabilities. 
 Data collection: Grantees’ final reports to Meyer included narrative questions about how their projects 
advanced each of the four AHI equity objectives as well as any challenges or successes they 
experienced in fulfilling the objectives. Grantees were also required to submit demographic data 
surveys showing the racial and ethnic composition of the project’s beneficiaries as well as any changes 
to the organization’s demographics since the initial application.  
 Shared learning: The year-one Private Market Units and Advocacy grantees participated in shared 
learning gatherings that included discussions of grantees’ successes, challenges and recommendations 
regarding the AHI equity objectives.  
 Capacity building: Meyer sponsored a half-day equity-focused training at the Oregon Opportunity 
Network (Oregon ON) Spring 2015 Industry Support Conference, awarded a Responsive Grant to 
Oregon ON to support its equity work, and provided technical assistance funding to help an AHI 
Advocacy grantee to strengthen its internal equity lens. Meyer also provided technical assistance as 
needed to applicants and grantees to build their capacity to collect and report on demographic data. 
 
Challenges 
 Outreach: Meyer’s outreach did not generate a substantial number of first-time applicants (only 4% of 
AHI year-one RFP applicants had never applied to Meyer before), but this is most likely because Meyer 
as a whole has significantly expanded its engagement of first-time applicants in recent years.  Meyer’s 
Responsive and Grassroots Grants programs have been so successful in expanding their outreach that 
more than 40% of Grassroots Grants and almost 20% of Responsive Grants in the past few years were 
awarded to first time grantees. Nonetheless, Meyer should analyze any potential gaps in its applicant 
pool to determine if it is possible to expand the percentage of AHI applicants representing underserved 
41 
 
rural communities, communities of color and culturally-specific organizations. This includes continuing 
to engage non-housing organizations in relevant AHI strategies to expand the potential applicant pool.   
 Funding opportunities: Some stakeholders criticized Meyer for not sufficiently reflecting the needs, 
priorities and capacities of small, rural and culturally-specific organizations in the AHI’s year-one 
funding opportunities. For example, the SPS model was viewed by some stakeholders as too narrowly 
defined and prescriptive to meet the needs of non-traditional organizations, and it was criticized by 
others for excluding organizations with smaller portfolios. The year-one Advocacy RFP was seen as 
better aligned with the needs of under-resourced organizations, but it was criticized by some 
stakeholders for offering smaller grant amounts than any of the other RFPs.  
 Definitions: Meyer’s equity lens does not provide clear definitions for a number of key terms and 
concepts such as “rural”, “underserved” and “culturally-specific”. The lack of definitions makes it 
challenging for potential applicants to know if they fit 
Meyer’s priorities, and also makes it difficult to effectively 
monitor whether Meyer is achieving its objectives. The 
equity lens definition also does not clarify how other 
vulnerable populations that experience housing disparities 
(e.g. persons with disabilities, seniors, people experiencing 
domestic violence, etc.) fit into the AHI’s priorities. 
 Demographic data survey form: Many applicants and 
grantees struggled to use Meyer’s demographic survey form. 
Some grantees do not collect the necessary data, so they left 
significant portions of the survey form blank. Some forms 
had inaccuracies, and there were inconsistencies in how grantees interpreted and defined parts of the 
form. The forms also didn’t effectively capture information on projects with multiple partners or 
collaborators. 
 Measuring equity: It is difficult to translate the complex and nuanced dimensions of equity into 
measures that can be quantified and aggregated. Grantees’ answers to the narrative questions on the 
applications and grant reports can be used to assess each individual grant project’s equity work, but 
evaluating Meyer’s achievement of its equity objectives across all the AHI grants requires quantifiable 
measures. It is tempting to rely on the grantees’ demographic information for this analysis, because it is 
easily quantified, but this only captures one aspect of Meyer’s equity lens. Converting the narrative 
information into quantitative measures is challenging and requires judgment calls that can make the 
process more of an art than a science.  
 Intent versus outcomes: A few grantees whose applications said that their projects would primarily 
serve communities of color had post-implementation data showing that less than 50% of the projects’ 
beneficiaries were people of color. Meyer funded the projects in part because of the applicants’ stated 
intent to primarily serve communities of color. This raises the question of whether an evaluation of 
Meyer’s achievement of its equity objectives should be based primarily on Meyer’s intent (e.g. 
prioritizing projects that said they would primarily serve communities of color) or on grantees’ post-
implementation outcomes (which don’t always match what’s in their applications). 
 
Applicant Profiles 
Charts 1, 2 and 3 (below) provide a snapshot of how well the applicants to the AHI year-one RFPs met 
Meyer’s equity-related criteria. In all, there were 71 applicants: 27 to the Advocacy RFP, 17 to the Private 
Market Units RFP and 27 to the SPS RFP.  
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The charts show what percentage of applicants serve rural Oregon, what percentage serve more than 50% 
people of color (POC), what percentage are culturally-specific organizations, what percentage have staff or 
boards that are more than 50% people of color, what percentage are first-time applicants or grantees, and 
what percentage applied or received Meyer funding in the previous five years. 
 
The same charts are available in the Appendix broken out by each individual RFP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17% 
4% 
31% 
18% 
17% 
17% 
17% 
30% 
52% 
Applied to Meyer in past, but not since 2010
Never applied to Meyer before
Funded by Meyer in past, but not since 2010
Never funded by Meyer before
Board is >50% POC
Staff is >50% POC
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Rural (or mostly rural) organization
1. Profile of Applicants to all AHI Year-One RFPs 
Percentage of the 71 applicants to the Year-One Advocacy, Private Market Units and SPS RFPs 
that met each equity criteria 
45% 
44% 
59% 
37% 
All RFP Applicants
Advocacy RFP
Private Market Units RFP
SPS RFP
2. Percent of AHI Year-One RFP Applications that Were Funded 
Percentage of the 71 applications to the Year-One Advocacy, Private Market Units and SPS RFPs 
that were awarded funding 
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Grant Project Profiles 
Charts 4, 5 and 6 (below) provide a snapshot of the 36 AHI year-one grant projects.1 This includes the 12 
year-one Advocacy RFP projects, eight year-one Private Market Units RFP projects, 10 year-one SPS RFP 
projects, two directed Advocacy grants to Neighborhood Partnerships, the Preservation strategy grant to 
NOAH, Rural Housing strategy grants to CASA and Neighborworks Umpqua, and the HDC grant to provide 
technical assistance to the SPS grantees. It does not include five small technical assistance grants and event 
sponsorships. 
 
                                                          
1
Complete data are not available and/or applicable for every indicator for all 36 projects. The percentages use 
available data for the denominators. In particular, the SPS grantees are not included in the percentages for “culturally-
specific or rural partners inform, partner or lead” and “impacted residents inform project planning”, because those 
measures aren’t applicable to the portfolio assessment process that was the focus of the SPS grantees’ year-one work.  
15% 
3% 
36% 
21% 
15% 
13% 
13% 
28% 
44% 
19% 
6% 
25% 
16% 
19% 
22% 
22% 
31% 
63% 
Applied to Meyer in past, but not since 2010
Never applied to Meyer before
Funded by Meyer in past, but not since 2010
Never funded by Meyer before
Board is >50% POC
Staff is >50% POC
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Rural (or mostly rural) organization
3. Comparison of Funded and Not-Funded Applicants to all RFPs 
Percentage of funded and not funded applicants to the Year-One Advocay, Private Market Units 
and SPS RFPs that met each equity criteria 
 
 
 
Funded Not Funded
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The first chart shows the percentage of all year-one grant projects that met various equity criteria, and the 
next two charts show the AHI year-one funding allocations by the same criteria. The criteria include 
whether the project primarily served rural Oregon, whether the service area of the sponsoring organization 
is rural, whether the project served more than 50% people of color, whether the sponsoring organization 
serves more than 50% people of color, whether it is a culturally-specific organization, whether the 
organization’s staff and board are more than 50% people of color, whether the organization has an equity 
policy or statement, whether culturally-specific or rural partners were involved in the project, and whether 
impacted residents helped to inform project planning. 
 
All of the charts are available in the Appendix broken out by each individual RFP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
64% 
80% 
42% 
21% 
24% 
17% 
37% 
31% 
19% 
44% 
47% 
Impacted residents inform project planning
Culturally-specific or rural partners inform, partner or lead
Organization has equity policy/ statement
Board is >50% POC
Staff is >50% POC
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Project served >50% POC
Statewide organization
Rural (or partly rural) organization
Rural project
4. All AHI Year-One Grant Projects 
Percentage of AHI year-one grant projects meeting each equity criteria 
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Outcomes 
The below table shows Meyer’s projected year-one outcomes for advancing the AHI’s equity lens. Overall, 
Meyer made progress on all of the projected outcomes, but with room for ongoing improvement. Meyer 
approaches its equity work as a continuous process of learning and growth, and the AHI year-one 
experience offers insights that can help to inform Meyer’s equity work moving forward. 
 
 
29% 
29% 
47% 
46% 
17% 
26% 
23% 
Statewide organization
Statewide project
Rural organization
Rural project
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Project  served >50% POC
5. Funding Allocations for All AHI Year-One Grant Projects 
Percentage of AHI year-one grant funds awarded to projects meeting each equity criteria 
$87,083  
$131,570  
$151,957  
$91,461  
$84,154  
$87,500  
$74,647  
$65,965  
All grants
Statewide organization
Statewide project
Rural organization
Rural project
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Project  served >50% POC
6. Average Grant Amounts for All AHI Year-One Grant Projects 
Average awards for AHI year-one grant projects meeting each equity criteria 
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 Projected Year-One Outcomes  Achieved Year-One Outcomes 
All of the AHI’s year one RFPs are framed 
within an equity lens with funding targeted 
to under-resourced communities including 
communities of color, culturally-specific 
organizations, and underserved rural 
communities. 
All of the year-one RFPs were framed with an equity 
lens and funding was prioritized for organizations and 
projects that reflect the AHI’s equity objectives.  
The majority of the AHI grants are awarded 
to proposals that meaningfully address as 
many of the four AHI equity objectives 
(outcomes, partnerships and collaboration, 
applicant organizations, project design) as 
are applicable to the project. 
78% of the AHI year-one grants were awarded to 
projects and organizations that fulfilled at least one 
(and in almost all cases more than one) of the four AHI 
equity objectives.  
AHI grantees make meaningful contributions 
to the four AHI equity objectives during the 
grant year. 
Almost all of the AHI year-one grant projects provided 
direct benefits to under-resourced populations or 
made advances towards policy, systems changes or 
strengthened capacity with the intent of benefitting 
these populations.  
Meyer develops effective strategies for 
incorporating an equity lens into its 
outreach, funding strategies, data collection 
and shared learning. 
Meyer developed strategies for incorporating an equity 
lens into all facets of its AHI work. As noted in the 
Challenges section above, there are opportunities for 
ongoing improvement in some of these strategies. 
 
Recommendations  
The insights from the AHI year-one evaluation can help to inform the AHI’s next steps as well as Meyer’s 
broader equity work. The following recommendations offer some initial ideas for how to incorporate these 
lessons moving forward: 
 Use the AHI’s experiences to help inform Meyer’s equity strategies foundation-wide. Most of the 
recommended improvements to the AHI’s equity work are relevant to Meyer as a whole. 
 Clarify the AHI’s definition of equity. This includes distinguishing between populations and 
organizations, and more clearly delineating what is meant by “rural”, “underserved” and “culturally-
specific”. 
 Modify Meyer’s demographic data survey form to address the challenges and limitations of the current 
form (an internal addendum to this report provides more detailed recommendations). 
 Continue to provide and expand technical assistance, training and support as needed to applicants and 
grantees to institutionalize the collection of demographic data within their organizations.  
 Work with other local and regional foundations to develop more consistent definitions, data collection 
forms, and ways of operationalizing and measuring equity.  
 Free up AHI staff time to do more outreach, relationship building and technical assistance with 
potential applicants.  
 Continue to consider how to frame funding opportunities to meet the needs of diverse groups. This 
could include offering more flexible funding through the Housing Opportunities Portfolio to supplement 
the AHI’s more prescriptive funding options. 
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 Analyze the average funding amounts across different types of organizations and projects, and consider 
adjusting the size and duration of grants in particular strategies to ensure grant funds are equitably 
distributed.  
 Provide access to additional resources to maximize grantees’ success in fulfilling the AHI’s equity 
objectives, and encourage grantees to consider these costs when developing project budgets. This 
includes funding for training and technical assistance as well as flexible funds to pay for additional costs 
like translation and transportation that are often necessary when engaging more diverse communities.  
 Use the AHI shared learning cohorts to support implementation of the equity lens by providing a forum 
for grantees to share challenges, successes and effective tools, and to connect across demographic and 
geographic differences. 
 Create a checklist for Program Officers to fill out during due diligence about the four AHI equity lens 
measures to ensure the information is being considered in a uniform way during funding decisions and 
to make it easier to track and quantify data for applicants and grantees. 
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Appendix: Applicant and Grantee Data by RFP 
 
AHI Year-One RFP Applicant Profiles 
 
 
 
 
 
44% 
4% 
0% 
26% 
11% 
30% 
26% 
22% 
33% 
33% 
Application was funded
Applied to Meyer in past, but not since 2010
Never applied to Meyer before
Funded by Meyer in past, but not since 2010
Never funded by Meyer before
Board is >50% POC
Staff is >50% POC
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Rural (or mostly rural) organization
Year-One Advocacy RFP Applicants 
59% 
47% 
12% 
53% 
41% 
0% 
0% 
6% 
12% 
71% 
Application was funded
Applied to Meyer in past, but not since 2010
Never applied to Meyer before
Funded by Meyer in past, but not since 2010
Never funded by Meyer before
Board is >50% POC
Staff is >50% POC
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Rural (or mostly rural) organization
Year-One Private Market Units RFP Applicants 
37% 
11% 
4% 
22% 
11% 
15% 
19% 
19% 
37% 
52% 
Application was funded
Applied to Meyer in past, but not since 2010
Never applied to Meyer before
Funded by Meyer in past, but not since 2010
Never funded by Meyer before
Board is >50% POC
Staff is >50% POC
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Rural (or mostly rural) organization
Year-One SPS RFP Applicants 
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AHI Year-One Grant Project Profiles 
 
 
 
 
 
58% 
100% 
58% 
33% 
33% 
25% 
42% 
33% 
17% 
25% 
33% 
Impacted residents inform project planning
Culturally-specific or rural partners inform, partner or lead
Organization has equity policy/ statement
Board is >50% POC
Staff is >50% POC
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Project served >50% POC
Statewide organization
Rural (or partly rural) organization
Rural project
Year-One Advocacy RFP Grant Projects 
63% 
50% 
25% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
25% 
38% 
13% 
50% 
50% 
Impacted residents inform project planning
Culturally-specific or rural partners inform, partner or lead
Organization has equity policy/ statement
Board is >50% POC
Staff is >50% POC
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Project served >50% POC
Statewide organization
Rural (or partly rural) organization
Rural project
Year-One Private Market Units RFP Grant Projects 
N/A 
N/A 
40% 
20% 
30% 
30% 
40% 
40% 
0% 
60% 
60% 
Impacted residents inform project planning
Culturally-specific or rural partners inform, partner or lead
Organization has equity policy/ statement
Board is >50% POC
Staff is >50% POC
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Project served >50% POC
Statewide organization
Rural (or partly rural) organization
Rural project
Year-One SPS RFP Grant Projects 
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AHI Year-One RFP Funding Allocations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
10% 
7% 
28% 
31% 
25% 
45% 
34% 
Statewide organization
Statewide project
Rural organization
Rural project
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Project  served >50% POC
Percent of All Year-One Advocacy RFP Funding Going to  
Projects Meeting Each Criteria 
33% 
33% 
34% 
34% 
0% 
24% 
33% 
Statewide organization
Statewide project
Rural organization
Rural project
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Project  served >50% POC
Percent of All Year-One Private Market Units RFP Funding Going to 
Projects Meeting Each Criteria 
0% 
0% 
70% 
70% 
30% 
40% 
30% 
Statewide organization
Statewide project
Rural organization
Rural project
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Project  served >50% POC
Percent of All Year-One SPS RFP Funding Going to 
 Projects Meeting Each Criteria 
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AHI Year-One RFP Average Grants 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$24,854  
$14,626  
$20,000  
$28,000  
$23,313  
$25,000  
$27,000  
$25,000  
All grants
Statewide organization
Statewide project
Rural organization
Rural project
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Project  served >50% POC
Average Grant Amounts for Year-One Advocacy RFP Grants 
$44,428  
$118,443  
$118,443  
$30,343  
$30,343  
$0  
$43,059  
$38,539  
All grants
Statewide organization
Statewide project
Rural organization
Rural project
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Project  served >50% POC
Average Grant Amounts for Year-One Private Market Units RFP Grants 
$150,000  
$0  
$0  
$150,000  
$150,000  
$150,000  
$150,000  
$150,000  
All grants
Statewide organization
Statewide project
Rural organization
Rural project
Culturally-specific organization
Organization serves >50% POC
Project  served >50% POC
Average Grant Amounts for Year-One SPS RFP Grants 
